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Responses to Comments
on the Draft Program EIR

Purpose and Authority

This Volume III - Responses to Comments on the Program EIR documents the public review
and comment period for the Draft Program EIR prepared for the City of Riverside General
Plan.  This Volume III, together with the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Riverside General Plan, Volumes I and II and dated November 2004, comprise the
Final Program EIR pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15132and City Resolution No. 19478, as amended.

The Notice of Completion and the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft Program EIR
are provided in Appendix A.  The NOA was posted with the Riverside County Clerk
regarding the availability of the Draft EIR as shown in Appendix A.  The distribution list for
the Draft EIR is also provided in Appendix A.

Presented in this Volume III are the comments and responses to written comments received
during the 45-day review period for the Draft Program EIR that extended from November
19, 2004 to January 3, 2005.  Five letters received after the review period ended (Letters 12
through 16) are also responded to in this document.  The written comments received are
presented in chronological order by date of the correspondence.  Revisions to the EIR in
response to comments are identified by shading, as illustrated in this sentence, and are
contained in the Errata to the Final Program EIR.  Revisions made for internal consistency,
such as typographical errors, are not shaded.

Comment Letters Received

The following agencies and persons provided written comments on the Draft Program EIR:

1. Mirtha Liedl, Planner, Riverside County Waste Management Department.  November
29, 2004.

2. Hideo Sugita, Deputy Executive Director, Riverside County Transportation Commission.
December 7, 2004.

3. Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP, Senior Regional Planner, Intergovernmental Review, Southern
California Association of Governments.  December 9, 2004.

4. Teresa Tung, Senior Civic Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.  December 20, 2004.
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5. Juan C. Perez, Deputy Director of Transportation, Transportation Department,
Transportation and Land Management Agency, County of Riverside.  December 22,
2004.

6. Robert C. Johnson, Planning Director, Planning Department, Transportation and Land
Management Agency, County of Riverside.  December 27, 2004.

7. Paul Frost, Associate Oil and Gas Engineer, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, Department of Conservation, State of California.  December 28, 2004.

8. Terry Wold, Conservation Program Coordinator, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter.
December 30, 2004.

9. George Hague, Resident.  December 30, 2004.

10. Richard Block, Friends of Riverside s Hills.  January 3, 2005.

11. Ray Hicks, Regional Manager, Public Affairs Department, Southern California Edison,
January 3, 2005.

12. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse.  January 4, 2005 (Received January 6,
2005).

13. Laura J. Simonek, Manager, Environmental Planning Team, Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California.  December 22, 2004 (Received January 10, 2005).

14. Greg Holmes, Unit Chief, Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch  Cypress
Office, Department of Toxic Substances Control.  January 10, 2005.

15. Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Programs Section, Santa Ana Region,
California Regional Water Quality Control Board.  January 18, 2005.

16. Carol Gaubatz, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, State of
California.  January 3, 2005 (Received January 18, 2005).

Responses to these comment letters are provided following each comment letter.  The
format of the responses is based on a letter and number code for each comment, with the
first comment in the first letter assigned code 1-1, the second comment in the first letter 1-2,
the first comment in the second letter 2-1, etc.

Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that When responding to comments,
lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to
provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full
disclosure is made in the EIR.   Some of the comments received on the Draft Program EIR
for the Riverside General Plan program raise issues which are not environmental issues, or
the statements provide comments or opinions on the Project unrelated to specific
environmental issues.  The responses to comments on the Draft Program EIR specifically
focus on those comments that relate to potentially significant environmental issues,
consistent with the requirements of Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Change to the Project Subsequent to Draft Program EIR
Publication

Subsequent to publication of the Draft Program EIR on November 19, 2004, the Riverside
City Council made the determination not to pursue reduction in the City s Sphere of
Influence.  This action is specifically not part of the Project, and any and all references to a
planned reduction in the Sphere of Influence are hereby stricken from the Program EIR.

Responses to Comments

Copies of the comment letters received and responses to those comments begin on the
following page.
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1. Mirtha Liedl, Planner, Riverside County Waste Management Department.
 November 29, 2004.

Response 1-1

The commentor states that the information regarding Lamb Canyon Landfill was not current.
In response, the following information about the disposal capacity and allowable acreage for
waste disposal of Lamb Canyon Landfill is hereby updated on pages 5.16-40 and 5.16-41 via
this Final EIR.  The changes do not affect any of the conclusions in the EIR.

Lamb Canyon Landfill: The Lamb Canyon Landfill is located between the City
of Beaumont and the City of San Jacinto at 16411 Lamb Canyon Road (State
Route 79). The landfill encompasses approximately 1,088 acres, of which
144.6 acres are permitted for waste disposal.  The landfill is currently
permitted to receive 3,000 tpd of trash for disposal and has a remaining
disposal capacity of approximately 13,096,686 tons as of January 1, 2004.
During the year 2003, the landfill received a total tonnage of 197,944,
averaging 615 tons per day.  The current remaining disposal capacity is
estimated to last until approximately 2023.  Further landfill expansion
potential also exists on the site.

Response 1-2

The commentor states that recycling measures focusing on construction and demolition
waste should be included in the EIR.  Objective PF-5 and Policies PF-5.1 and PF-5.2 aim to
minimize the amount of waste materials entering landfills by providing recycling and waste
diversion programs.  In response to the comment, the following additional implementation
action, incorporated within the project, has been added to this bullet list, which appears on
page 5.16-45 of the EIR:

§ The City will review all development projects to ensure that waste generated from
construction activities is recycled to the greatest extent feasible.
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2. Hideo Sugita, Deputy Executive Director, Riverside County Transportation
 Commission.  December 7, 2004.

Response 2-1

The commentor states that certain arterials were not listed as key arterials or were listed
incorrectly in the DEIR.  Magnolia Avenue, Market Street, La Sierra Avenue, Martin Luther
King Boulevard/Fourteenth Street, Tyler Avenue, and University Avenue are all shown as
Arterials on Figure 5-39 (Master Plan of Roadways) in the DEIR.  Magnolia Avenue/Market
Street is a Multi-Modal Transportation Corridor and can be considered as a continuous
arterial.  For clarification, the text on page 5.15-1 is revised as follows:

The City of Riverside s local street system consists of arterials, collector, and local
streets.  The existing functional classification system is shown in Figure 5-32.  Key
arterials include Van Buren Boulevard, Arlington Avenue, Trautwein Road, Magnolia
Avenue/Market Street, Iowa Avenue, Central Avenue, La Sierra Avenue, Martin
Luther King Boulevard/Fourteenth Street, Tyler Avenue, University Avenue and
Alessandro Boulevard.

Response 2-2

In response to the comment that the EIR should clarify that most segments of the freeways
traversing Riverside operate at LOS F only during peak hours, the following information is
hereby added to the EIR on page 5.15-11.  The additional information does not change any
of the conclusions in the EIR.

Under 2004 peak-hour conditions (morning and afternoon), nearly all segments of
freeways within the Planning Area are operating at LOS F, with only some portions
of the I-215 operating at or better than LOS D. Table 5.15-4 below identifies LOS
for freeway segments throughout the Planning Area.  LOS F freeway conditions in
the Planning Area indicate that freeway demand exceeds capacity during peak
hours.  These oversubscribed conditions have the potential to contribute to
increased traffic on local streets, as freeway on-ramps back up onto local streets and
local arterials become attractive alternative routes.  Van Buren Boulevard and
Alessandro Boulevard in particular are estimated to be used by many through-drivers
seeking to avoid congestion at the 91/215/60 interchange.

Response 2-3

In response to the comment that the EIR should discuss the Riverside County Integrated
Project (RCIP) in addition to the other regional transportation plans mentioned, the
following information is hereby added to the EIR on page 5.15-16.

Several regional and subregional transportation plans and programs apply to the City
of Riverside. They include the Riverside County Congestion Management Program
(CMP), the Southern California Association of Governments Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (SCAG/CTP), the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP), the Regional Transportation Plan, and the Riverside County
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability process (CETAP) plan, a
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part of the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) that identifies alternative
routes for possible major new multi-modal transportation facilities to serve the
current and future transportation needs of Western Riverside County.  In addition to
the above transportation planning programs, the Transportation Uniform Mitigation
Fee (TUMF) is a funding source for transportation improvements for participating
cities in western Riverside County.

Response 2-4

In response to the comment that the EIR should discuss Amtrak service in Riverside, the
following information is hereby added to the EIR on page 5.15-21.  The additional
information does not change any of the conclusions in the EIR.

Metrolink commuter rail service consists of heavy rail lines into downtown Los
Angeles and Orange County.  Metrolink is operated by the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority.  Lines serving downtown Los Angeles are Metrolink 91 and
the Riverside Line. Service to Orange County is via the Inland Empire-Orange
County line.  All lines stop at the two Metrolink stations in the City of Riverside: one
just east of Downtown and one in La Sierra.  Amtrak service is also available at the
Downtown Metrolink station.  As of 2004, the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and Metrolink were cooperatively planning the development of
a new Perris Valley Line, a 22.7-mile extension of the Metrolink 91 line.  Longer-term
plans for the railway call for extensions eastward to the City of Hemet. As of 2004,
the precise alignment of the Perris Valley line had not been determined.

In addition to Metrolink, the California High Speed Rail Authority proposes a high-
speed train (HST) system for intercity travel in California between the major
metropolitan centers of Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area in the north,
through the Central Valley, to Los Angeles, Riverside and San Diego in the south.
The HST would carry passengers at speeds in excess of 200 mph on a fully grade-
separated track, with state-of-the-art safety, signaling and automated control systems.
As of 2004, neither funding nor final alignments for this project had been
determined.

Response 2-5

The comment requests that the City include a policy restricting noise- and vibration-sensitive
uses adjacent to freeway and rail corridors, including sensitive land uses adjacent to Mid-
County Parkway (MCP), formerly known as the Ramona Expressway/Cajalco Road.  The
Noise Element specifically addresses noise/land use compatibility issues.  As noted on pages
5.11-30 through 5.11-32 of the EIR, the Noise Element policy N-2.1 calls for use of the
noise/land use compatibility standards (Figure N-10 in the Noise Element) in land use
decisions, policy N-1.5 states Avoid locating noise-sensitive land uses in existing and
anticipated noise-impacted areas,  and that policy N-4.1 provides for mitigating features to
be incorporated into roadway design.  Additionally, all individual development projects will
be subject to CEQA review, including any uses proposed along the contemplated Mid-
County Parkway.  The Land Use Policy Map designates lands in the vicinity of the proposed
route largely as either Agricultural/Rural Residential or Kangaroo Rat Habitat.
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Response 2-6

The comment suggests that additional policies supporting exclusive bus lanes on major
arterials should be developed to promote more efficient travel by bus.  As stated on page
5.15-21 of the EIR, the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) recently implemented a Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) pilot project in Riverside County to provide a system of fast-moving, high-
occupancy buses.  Conceptually, BRT would provide several buses operating just minutes
apart with limited stops and digital kiosks that give passengers up-to-the-minute arrival
information.  BRT would add essentially the same efficiently to bus travel that exclusive bus
lanes would without the costs associated with construction and reconfiguration of the
existing roadway network.  The General Plan also includes policies promoting Bus Rapid
Transit and expansion of the RTA transit system, as detailed in Policy CCM-9.2 (page 5.15-
60).
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3. Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP, Senior Regional Planner, Intergovernmental Review,
Southern California Association of Governments.  December 9, 2004.

Response 3-1

The comment states that the project is consistent with all applicable SCAG policies, the
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and the Regional Transportation Plan.  The
comment is acknowledged, and no further response is required.
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4. Teresa Tung, Senior Civic Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.  December 20, 2004.

Response 4-1

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include an exhibit for proposed drainage facilities
in the Planning Area.  As stated in the DEIR on page 5.16-5, local and regional drainage
facilities may have to be expanded or new facilities constructed to accommodate both
existing and planned development.  As this is a first-tier, Program EIR, CEQA analysis of the
construction of such specific facilities may be properly deferred until plans for such facilities
are developed.  The City identifies need drainage facilities improvements in its Capital
Improvement Program and updates the CIP as needed in response to changing conditions.
Since detailed plans for future expansion are not available at this time, an exhibit is not
available to be included in the EIR.
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5. Juan C. Perez, Deputy Director of Transportation, Transportation Department,
Transportation and Land Management Agency, County of Riverside.  December 22, 2004.

Responses 5-1 and 5-2

The work of the Washington Area Committee (WAC) resulted in a series of
recommendations for improving circulation in southeastern Riverside and adjacent
unincorporated Riverside County areas within the City s sphere of influence.  The non-
binding recommendations of this ad hoc committee were forwarded to appropriate City and
County departments for consideration.

As part of the General Plan process, City staff reviewed the recommendations with the
General Plan Citizens  Advisory Committee (CAC) to determine which ones would be
appropriate for inclusion in the Circulation and Community Mobility Element, based upon
technical input provided by City Public Works staff and land use and environmental
considerations presented by Planning staff.  Based on the City s technical review and policy
direction provided by the CAC, the City prepared the Master Plan of Roadways included in
the Draft General Plan as Figure CCM-4 (Figure5-39 in the EIR).  A key consideration was
ensuring consistency with Proposition R and Measure C provisions regarding limiting
additional new traffic within the greenbelt area.  The circulation plan presented in Figure
CCM-4 represents a good balance between the City s circulation and land use policy
objectives.

With regard to McAllister Street, the extension was included in the General Plan traffic
model as noted and is included as part of the City s Master Plan of Roadways; however, the
road was inadvertently left off Figure CCM-4 in the General Plan and Draft Program EIR.
Figure CCM-4 will be corrected in the final General Plan to show the planned McAllister
Street connection to La Sierra Avenue.  Similarly, Barton Road between Grove Community
Drive and Alessandro Boulevard was also inadvertently left off and will be added to CCM-4
as a 66-Foot Collector; it was modeled as a two-lane roadway.  As stated in Policy CCM-20
of the Circulation and Community Mobility Element (p. CCM-20), Iris Avenue is recognized
as a Local requiring a link of the two ends and will be added to Figure CCM-4 a 66-Foot
Local.  All of these adjustments are consistent with the WAC recommendations.

Response 5-3

As noted in Note 4 on Figure CCM-4 in the Circulation and Community Mobility Element,
Roberts Road is designated as a 66-Foot Local street.  As stated in Policy CCM-20 of the
Element (p. CCM-20), Dauchy Avenue is recognized as a Local.  Similar language will be
added to address Gentian Avenue and Chicago Avenue consistent with the CAC's and
WAC s recommendations, and the connections will be shown on Figure CCM-4.

Response 5-4

Please refer to Response 5-1.  The City has considered the recommendations of the WAC
and has included those recommendations that appropriately balance Riverside s mobility
and land use objectives.  Specifically with regard to Lurin Avenue, many homes have
recently been constructed to front this roadway, and the City made the determination that
streets such as Roberts and Gentian better meet local circulation needs.  The City s policy is
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to avoid back-up treatment along two-lane roads, and this position has been made clear to
the County in several previous meetings.

Response 5-5

The 1994 General Plan shows Oleander Avenue between La Sierra Avenue and Vista Del
Lago as an 88-Foot Arterial.  This was carried over to CCM-4 on the General Plan.
However, this street has since been built in the County as a two-lane local street through
existing developments and is called Blackburn Road.  With the addition of McAllister Road,
this is not needed as an arterial street and will be deleted from the General Plan.

This comment does not address an environmental issue nor raise any question regarding the
analysis or conclusions in the EIR.  The comment acknowledges general consistency
between the City s and County s circulation plans for the Highgrove area.

Response 5-6

This comment does not address an environmental issue nor raise any question regarding the
analysis or conclusions in the EIR.  The comment acknowledges general consistency
between the City s and County s circulation plans for the Jurupa area.

As a concluding response relative to questions of consistency between City and County
plans for the City s southern sphere area, the City notes that a key action that the City has
committed to in the General Plan Implementation Plan is to continue to work with the
County to resolve any major City/County differences between land use and circulation
plans in the sphere area to achieve plans that are acceptable to both jurisdictions.
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6. Robert C. Johnson, Planning Director, Planning Department, Transportation and
Land Management Agency, County of Riverside.  December 27, 2004.

Response 6-1

The comment cites appropriate reasons for preparing a Program EIR.  This Program EIR has
been prepared for the Genera Plan program consistent with the objectives cited.  The
comment also describes the Project area examined in the Program EIR.

Response 6-2

As noted in the introductory paragraphs of these Responses to Comments, subsequent to
preparation of the Draft Program EIR, the Riverside City Council determined that reduction
of the Sphere of Influence area will not be pursued at this time and specifically as not part of
this Project.  Therefore, references to a planned Sphere of Influence reduction are stricken
from the Program EIR.

Response 6-3

The comment correctly notes that until such time the City of Riverside annexes properties
within its Sphere of Influence, Riverside County has jurisdiction over these lands.  Also as
noted, the Memorandum of Understanding provides for coordination between the City and
County.  As this comment does not address any environmental issue, no further response is
necessary.

Response 6-4

The comment indicates that City land use designations within the Sphere of Influence do
not reflect approved County plans for the area nor recently adopted land use designations,
and that this inconsistency may underreport and analyze incorrectly cumulative Project
impacts.

The City has elected to assign lower intensity land use designations within its Sphere area
than current County plans provide, consistent with overall City objectives for outlying areas.
The thrust of the updated General Plan is to concentrate new development as infill within
the established City framework, applying smart growth principles and reducing greenfields
development, as such a development approach has the ability to reduce overall impacts.
However, the City also recognizes that the County may continue to approve more
conventional subdivision developments within the Sphere and has accounted for this in the
regional SCAG traffic model used for the General Plan EIR.  As such, traffic, air quality, and
noise impacts in this area account for County plans.

Response 6-5

As described on page 6-1 of the Draft Program EIR, Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines
allows for the analysis of cumulative project impacts to consider lists of approved and
proposed projects, or programmatic-level regional projections.  Given the scope of the
Project and the long-term character of its implementation, the Program EIR incorporates the
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latter approach.  The regional traffic model accounts for growth within the SCAG region,
which includes adjacent San Bernardino County, and thus accounts for any such traffic
impacts on local infrastructure.

Response 6-6

The air quality analysis in the EIR is based upon the current cumulative trip volumes and
future projected cumulative trip volumes reported in the traffic study (Appendix H of the
Program EIR).  The trip generation rates used in the traffic study were drawn from the SCAG
regional model.  The URBEMIS program used to calculate air pollutant emissions uses trip
generation default values that frequently require modification to match specific project
scenarios.  In this case, to achieve consistency with traffic study projections, the default
values were modified to allow for a match to the cumulative current and future trip
generation estimates presented in the traffic study.

Response 6-7

This comment addresses a land use issue but does raise any question about analysis in the
Draft Program EIR.  Thus, no response is necessary.

Response 6-8

This comment addresses a land use issue but does raise any question about analysis in the
Draft Program EIR.  Thus, no response is necessary.

Response 6-9

City policy set forth in the General Plan is to continue the low intensity land use
designations within the Sphere.  Entitlements granted by the County, until such time
development of entitled sites actually occurs, do not change existing use of such properties,
and such entitlements can expire if not pursued.  If properties are developed pursuant to
such entitlements, the City will reexamine land use policy for affected areas.

Response 6-10

As noted, property owners have the option of withdrawing from Williamson Act contracts
by filing a Notice of Nonrenewal.  The filing provides the property owner with an additional
ten years of agricultural tax credits, after which the property attains nonagricultural status.
Alternatively, when filing the Notice, a property owner can elect to pay a higher tax rate to
allow for nonagricultural use at a time before the ten years passes.  The filings of Notices of
Nonrenewal cited in the comment indicate owners  possible intentions to cease agricultural
use of properties formerly under Williamson Act contracts.  However, such land owners will
continue to be subject to General Plan and zoning regulations applicable to those
properties irrespective of the agricultural preserve status.

Response 6-11

The estimate of current population is based upon State Department of Finance data for the
City (Draft EIR, p. 5.12.-1).  The population projections are based upon the land use
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designations in the City s Draft General Plan, the acres of land within these designations,
and an assumed average household size.

Response 6-12

The build-out projections incorporate both existing development in the Planning Area and
new development that will occur on vacant properties and as sites redevelop over the 20-
year planning period of the General Plan.  The maximum allowable densities were not
assumed because many existing developments are not built to these maximums, and
physical and other constraints on other properties will prevent maximums from being
achieved.  To assume the maximum densities would grossly overstate existing and potential
future development levels.  Instead, the analysis assumes average densities that are based
upon observed past development practices.  Table FEIR-1 on the following page presents
the assumptions used to project future development levels.

Response 6-13

As part of its development review process, the City has the discretion to determine whether
a project qualifies for a CEQA Categorical Exemption.  The City agrees that the infill
exemption may not be appropriate for any number of mixed-use or infill development
applications filed in the future.  The City will examine each application critically to determine
the level of CEQA review required.

Response 6-14

Per Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft Program EIR examines alternatives
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate comparative
merits of the alternatives.   Given that the County s land use designations for the area allow
for a higher intensity of use than proposed City policy, and given that such higher intensity
would result in greater traffic, air quality, public service (library), and noise impacts than
would the Project, such an alternative would not work to reduce significant impacts of the
Project.  Thus, the alternative was not examined in the Draft EIR.

Response 6-15

The comment states that the General Plan policies presented in the Draft Program EIR as
measures that will avoid or reduce impacts are not legally enforceable mitigation measures.
The EIR does not present the policies as measures required to mitigate impacts.  Rather, the
analysis indicates that the long-term implementation of policies will avoid impact or ensure a
less than significant impact.  This approach reflects the programmatic nature of the Project
and the EIR.  Where follow-up policy actions cannot be clearly identified, the EIR includes
mitigation measures. All General Plan policies will be part of the General Plan
Implementation Plan required by State law (Government Code Section 65400), and in the
Implementation Plan, the City will identify for each policy one or more strategies, termed
tools , that the City will pursue over the long term to implement that policy.  In addition to

identifying the tools, the Implementation Plan will indicate which City agency will be
responsible for effectuating the policy, the funding source and potential cost, and the time
frame to complete action (which could be ongoing over the life of the General Plan).  As
part of both the annual budgeting process and annual review of the General Plan, City
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department staff and decision makers  and the public and other public agencies through
the public hearing process  will determine whether particular policies have already been
implemented and which require action over the upcoming year.  This process will allow
decision makers and the public to check and ensure implementation on an annual basis.
Given the programmatic nature of the EIR and the long-term time frame for the General
Plan, the policy statements and Implementation Plan serve as effective and appropriate
means of addressing any potential impacts.
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TABLE FEIR-1
PROJECTED LAND USE - GENERAL PLAN

Net Estimated Non-Residential Estimated
Assumptions Acres Dwelling Units / Households Square Feet (Thousands) Population

Maximum Average

DU/Acre FAR DU/Acre FAR City Sphere Total City Sphere Total City Sphere Total City Sphere Total
Residential Land Uses

A/RR Agricultural/Rural Residential 0.20 0.20 5,115 10,080 15,195 1,023 2,016 3,039 0  0 0 2,993 5,898 8,890
HR Hillside Residential 0.63 0.50 4,053 5,474 9,526 2,026 2,737 4,763 0  0 0 5,928 8,006 13,934

SRR Semi-Rural Residential 2.50 1.50 1,273 36 1,309 1,909 54 1,964 0  0 0 5,586 159 5,745
VLDR Very Low Density Residential 2.50 1.50 1,260 3,011 4,271 1,890 4,516 6,406 0  0 0 5,529 13,210 18,739
LDR Low Density Residential 5.00 3 2,414 508 2,921 7,241 1,523 8,764 0  0 0 21,183 4,455 25,637
MDR Medium Density Residential * 6.50 5.5 10,703 474 11,177 58,867 2,609 61,476 0  0 0 172,203 7,632 179,835

MHDR Medium High Density Residential 15.00 12 748 0 748 8,973 0 8,973 0  0 0 26,248 0 26,248
HDR High Density Residential 25.00 20 823 0 823 16,470 0 16,470 0  0 0 48,179 0 48,179

VHDR Very High Density Residential 40.00 30 108 0 108 3,254 0 3,254 0  0 0 9,518 0 9,518
Commercial Land Uses

C Commercial 0.35 0.25 1,367 221 1,587 0 0 0 14,882 2,402 17,284 0 0 0
CRC Commercial-Regional Center 0.50 0.25 224 0 224 0 0 0 2,442 0 2,442 0 0 0

O Office 1.00 0.65 368 0 368 0 0 0 10,425 0 10,425 0 0 0
B/OP Business/Office Park 1.50 0.40 4,000 154 4,154 0 0 0 69,693 2,682 72,375 0 0 0

I Industrial 0.60 0.40 392 80 472 0 0 0 6,822 1,398 8,220 0 0 0
Mixed Land Uses

MU-N Mixed Use-Neighborhood 10 1 5 0.35 69 0 69 103 0 103 736 0 736 302 0 302
MU-V Mixed Use-Village 30 2.5 20 1.00 513 0 513 5,132 0 5,132 11,176 0 11,176 15,011 0 15,011
MU-U Mixed Use-Urban 40 4 30 2.00 235 0 235 4,930 0 4,930 6,136 0 6,136 14,422 0 14,422

Community Amenities and Support

A Agricultural N/A 0 2,404 2,404 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0
P Public Park N/A 3,188 1,106 4,294 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0

PR Private Recreation N/A 719 0 719 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0
OS Open Space/Natural Resources N/A 1,096 3,011 4,107 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0
PF Public Facilities and Institutional 1.00 0.20 3,930 28 3,959 0 0 0 34,242 245 34,487 0 0 0

RAT Kangaroo Rat Habitat N/A 0 7,251 7,251 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0
Downtown Specific Plan

DSP Downtown Specific Plan Various 434 0 434 3,364 0 3,364 4,310 0 4,310 9,841 0 9,841
TOTAL 43,033 33,837 76,870 115,182 13,455 125,273 160,864 6,727 167,590 336,942 39,360 376,302

2003 DOF Estimates 90,511 274,071
% Increase + 27% + 23%

* Maximum 8.0 DUs Per Acre Allowed With Planned Residential Development
Assumptions
3.067 Persons Per Household (per DOF 2003)
4.62%  Residential Vacancy Rate (per DOF 2003)
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7. Paul Frost, Associate Oil and Gas Engineer, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, Department of Conservation, State of California.  December 28, 2004.

Response 7-1

The comment states that no oil, gas or injection wells exist within the boundaries of the
Project and if any excavation or grading operations uncover a previously unrecorded well,
the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources should be notified.  Because the EIR
addresses the entire City, no project site  in the usual context in which the Department of
Conservation reviews a proposal exists.  Rather, the information is addressed on a citywide
basis.

The Project is the adoption and implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code,
Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.  These
documents will be used to guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning
Area and do not propose specific development projects.  Individual development projects
pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be required to evaluate if
the conditions at a specific project site pose a threat to human health or the environment in
accordance with the City s standard CEQA and project review processes.
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8. Terry Wold, Conservation Program Coordinator, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio
Chapter.  December 30, 2004.

Response 8-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.  However, the
comment suggests that the Midcounty Parkway project is proposed by the City of Riverside
when, in fact, it is being studied by the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), the agency responsible for transportation planning in Riverside County and the
administrator of Measure A, Riverside County s 0.5¢ sales tax for transportation.  The
Midcounty Parkway is a proposed 32-mile east-west limited access route for western
Riverside County to relieve congestion, improve safety and help address future traffic
demands.  The route will connect the San Jacinto area with the Corona area.  Since no
specific route has been selected for the Midcounty Parkway, the extent of impact specific to
the City of Riverside is not known.  However, the City s General Plan and the analysis in the
EIR assume future existence of the roadway, and in particular, the traffic analysis accounts
for this roadway as an arterial or higher classification roadway at a location approximate to
current Cajalco Road.

Per the commentor s request, the commentor will be placed on the Project s distribution list
for future meetings.

Response 8-2

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze the Project s impacts to the Lake Matthews
Stevens Kangaroo Rat Multi-species Reserve and surrounding lands in the Planning Area in
comparison with impacts in the County.  As stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.9-19, the Lake
Mathews Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area is proposed to be
expanded, and a constrained linkage is proposed to connect the Lake Mathews core to an
existing channel located west of the I-15 corridor, which will provide a through linkage to
the Santa Ana River core area, as designated in the City s General Plan Land Use Element.
The Sycamore Canyon Park area of the MSHCP is designated as Public Park, and the
MSHCP core area around Lake Mathews is designated for Kangaroo Rat Habitat and
Agricultural/Rural Residential land uses (Figure 5-17) to preserve their biological value and
serve as a management tool to maintain the land.

Objectives and policies in the General Plan establish protections in these conservation
areas, as stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.4-26.  Specifically, Policy OS-5.3 contributes to
the protection of this critical resource area by requiring the City to implement the following:

Continue to participate in the Steven s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan
including collection of mitigation fees and operation of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park
as an SKR reserve.

Policy OS-6.4 also promotes the preservation  of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park through
implementation of the following:
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Continue with efforts to establish wildlife movement corridor between Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park and the Box Springs Mountain Regional Park as shown on the MSHCP.
New developments in the area shall be conditioned to provide for the corridor and Caltrans
shall be encouraged to provide an underpass to the 60/215 Freeway.

The Project will not interfere with nor hinder the preservation of either the Lake Matthews
or Sycamore Canyon Wildlife Park preservations areas.  Additionally, impacts associated
with individual development projects will be assessed on a project-by-project basis in
accordance with CEQA provisions (p. 5.4-26

The City is committed to long-term preservation of sensitive habitats and species, as
demonstrated in its participation in the MSHCP and statement of objectives and policies in
the General Plan.

Response 8-3

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze any proposed project for cumulative
impacts on biological resources and impacts to the City s arroyos.  Objectives and policies
in the General Plan establish protections for arroyo areas.  Policy OS-6.3 preserves the
integrity of Riverside s arroyos and riparian habitat areas (page 5.9-20), and Policy LU-7.3
requires natural open space easements in conjunction with new development in hillside and
arroyo areas (page 5.9-21).  These specific policies directly protect the arroyos in the City.
Also, the Land Use Policy Map designates the arroyos as open space resources to be
protected when development proposals are put forward that affect these resources.

Proposition R and Measure C apply to the greenbelt area that encompass key arroyos, and
implementation of zoning and grading regulations adopted pursuant to these voter-initiated
measures work to protect the arroyos on a comprehensive basis.

As stated in Section 6.0, Analysis of Long-Term Effects, the General Plan Land Use and
Urban Design Element and Open Space and Conservation Element include numerous
objectives and policies designed to reduce impacts on biological resources over the long
term.  With adherence to and implementation of General Plan policies, the Project s
cumulative biological resources impacts will be less than significant (page 6-5).  Additionally,
the cumulative impact of individual development projects upon biological resources will be
assessed on a project-by-project basis per CEQA requirements.

Response 8-4

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze environmental justice impacts associated
with implementation of the General Plan on the community of Casa Blanca and whether
roadways split the community.  Although not specifically stated, the inference is that any
extension of Overlook Parkway and associated connections to SR-91 should respect this
neighborhood.

The General Plan indicates that the Overlook Parkway extension and associated
connections will be subject to a specific plan study to ensure that the improvements
balance the City s circulation goals with other goals to respect the integrity of
neighborhoods.  These considerations will be applied in such future study to ensure that the
Casa Blanca neighborhood is not inequitably impacted.  Policies in the General Plan specific
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to the Casa Blanca neighborhood recognize its historic significance to Riverside as a whole
and the Latino community in particular.

Response 8-5

The commentor is concerned that the General Plan encourages the separation between
Riverside and the adjacent cities of Perris and Corona.  Specific ideas in this regard are not
stated.  No policies in the General Plan address this issue in any manner.  Generally, policies
encourage cooperation with surrounding jurisdictions to address regional concerns,
especially traffic.  The comment does not raise any specific concern regarding analysis in the
EIR with respect to this issue.

Response 8-6

The comment questions how the City plans to maintain agricultural lands with no net loss in
acreage.  As stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.2-5, the Project will not directly convert
Farmland to non-agricultural use, even though it is possible that development of dwelling
units and non-residential areas may indirectly impact agricultural areas.  Both the General
Plan and the Zoning Code retain Agricultural land use designations, and no land previously
designated for agriculture has been redesignated for an alternative use.  Consistent with
voter-approved Proposition R and Measure C, policies maintain large-acreage uses in the
greenbelt area and near southern sphere.  To prevent indirect impacts on agricultural
resources, the Project includes policies and tools that will retain, protect, and encourage
agricultural land use with no direct loss of agricultural land.

Response 8-7

The comment questions how the City will maintain acceptable levels of service at peak
times and asks which transportation system modifications will be implemented to
accommodate population growth.  As stated in page 5.15-62, Project implementation will
facilitate new growth that will generate additional roadway traffic.  The Draft EIR shows that
several roadway segments, including roadways in the downtown area, are projected to
operate at LOS E or F at Project buildout, as shown in Figure 5-40 (2025 Volume to
Capacity Ratio) on page 5.15-35.  The Project assumed a series of roadway widenings,
intersection improvements, and other measures deemed reasonably foreseeable within the
life of the Project to address long-term impacts.  Even with all of these long-term
improvements, several roadway linkages will operate at unacceptable levels of service at
Project buildout.

To address impacts to these roadway linkages, mitigation measure T-1 is required, which
requires the City to monitor traffic levels on a continual basis and to identify any potential
additional intersection and roadway improvements that would improve localized LOS. The
measure requires the City to implement all such improvement deemed feasible.
Additionally, the Circulation and Community Mobility Element makes the following
statement regarding LOS:

The City will strive to maintain LOS D or better on arterial streets wherever possible.
At some key locations, such as City arterial roadways which are used as a freeway
bypass by regional through traffic and at heavily traveled freeway interchanges, LOS
E may be acceptable as determined on a case-by-case basis. Locations that may
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warrant the LOS E standard include portions of Arlington Avenue/Alessandro
Boulevard, Van Buren Boulevard throughout the City, portions of La Sierra Avenue
and selected freeway interchanges (p. 5.15-37 of Draft EIR and p. CCM-13 of
General Plan).

The comment also suggests that the Draft EIR include circulation maps indicating the levels
of service during peak hours for all transportation corridors within two miles of fire stations
and emergency rooms.  Further, the comment requests that an exhibit be included to show
all transportation corridors within two miles of all schools, fire stations, and emergency
rooms in the Planning Area.  The levels of service for all major roadway segments in the
Planning Area are shown on Figure 5-38 (2025 Intersection Peak Hour Conditions) on page
5-15-25 and Figure 5-40 (2025 Volume to Capacity Ratio) on page 5.15-35.  The information
requested in the comment can be inferred from materials presented in the EIR.

Response 8-8

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR analyze air quality impacts from PM10 and PM2.5

exposure on school children within the Planning Area.  As stated on page 5.3-7 in Section
5.3, Air Quality, children are included in a group of receptors that are most sensitive to PM10

emissions.  School hours are typically between the morning and afternoon peak-hour traffic
conditions, thereby lessening traffic and PM10 and PM2.5 impacts on school children.
Additionally, with implementation of the identified policies in the General Plan Air Quality
Element and mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-7, particulate matter air quality impacts
will be substantially lessened.  However, the degree to which these measures will reduce
PM10 emissions cannot be quantified.  As stated on page 5.3-26 of the Draft EIR, air
pollutants levels of PM10 are expected to continue to exceed the SCAQMD threshold
criteria for significance.  Impact associated with PM10 emissions is significant and
unavoidable, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared.  By adopting
the Statement, the City Council has determined that these impacts were acceptable because
of specific overriding considerations.

As growth occurs throughout the Planning Area, individual development projects will be
constructed to accommodate both existing and planned development.  As this is a first-tier,
Program EIR, CEQA analysis of air quality impacts of major construction projects, including
roadway improvements adjacent to schools, may be properly deferred until plans for such
specific facilities are developed.

Response 8-9

The comment suggests that any inconsistencies with the Circulation and Community
Mobility Element of the General Plan and Riverside County s Measure A improvements be
analyzed in the Final EIR.  Since Measure A was adopted by voters, the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element takes into account all of Measure A planned traffic
improvements.  No inconsistencies result from implementation of the General Plan.
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9. George Hague, Resident.  December 30, 2004.

This letter included a petition, which is included as part of this Volume III in Appendix B.

Response 9-1

These comments reflect the opinion of the commentor and require no direct response.

Response 9-2

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze air quality impacts from PM10 and PM2.5

exposure on school children in the Planning Area.  As stated in Response 5-8, school hours
outside of peak traffic conditions and implementation of the identified policies in the
General Plan Air Quality Element and mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-7 result in the
reduction of particulate matter air quality impacts.

With regard to the comment that the City restrict all vehicles exceeding 10,000 pounds,
except for trucks making deliveries, on roadways within 1,000 feet of schools, the City notes
that it has designated truck routes that focus truck traffic on Arterials.  Such routes largely
avoid schools.  Also, trucks of this size generally service industrial areas, which General Plan
land use policy groups into clusters largely separate from residential neighborhoods and the
schools that serve them.

The comment also suggests that the Final EIR include an exhibit showing all schools on
every circulation and hazard map for the Project.  The General Plan includes adequate
policies to address land use compatibility concerns, and the City does not believe that the
maps requested will provide any additional policy direction for land use planning purposes.

Response 9-3

The comment suggests that the City maintain Central Avenue s present roadway
classification and deny the RCTC s plan for future improvements to Central Avenue.  The
improvements planned for Central Avenue are proposed because the roadway is currently
experiencing traffic delays.  The Master Plan of Roadways provides for Central Avenue
between I-215 and Chicago Avenue to terminate at Chicago Avenue; not extension via
Fairview Avenue is planned.  Any future widening of Central Avenue from Alessandro
Boulevard north  -- within existing right-of-way  will help alleviate traffic congestion, thereby
decreasing the amount of pollution experienced along Central Avenue.

As stated in Response 5-1, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is the
agency responsible for transportation planning in Riverside County and the administrator of
Measure A.  The City of Riverside will work with the RCTC once final plans are initiated.
Further, the final scope and project limits of all improvements proposed under Measure A,
including improvements to Central Avenue, will be determined through noticed public
hearings, environmental clearance process, and agreement with affected agencies.1  As this

1 Riverside County Transportation Commission.  Transportation Expenditure Plan and Retail Transaction and Use
Tax Ordinance No. 02-001, http://www.rctc.org/measureA/pdf/2002MeasureA.pdf.
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is a first-tier, Program EIR, CEQA analysis of any Central Avenue improvements may be
properly deferred until plans for the facility are developed by RCTC.

Response 9-4

Per the commentor s request, the commentor will be placed on the Project s distribution list
for future meetings.  No other response is required.
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10. Richard Block, Friends of Riverside s Hills.  January 3, 2005.

Response 10-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.

Response 10-2

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce scenic
impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally enforceable
mitigation measures.  The policies in the General Plan are not identified as measures that are
required to mitigate impacts.  Rather, the analysis indicates that the long-term
implementation of policies will avoid impact or ensure a less than significant impact.  This
approach reflects the programmatic nature of the Project and the EIR.  Where follow-up
policy actions cannot be clearly identified, the EIR includes mitigation measures.  All General
Plan policies will be part of the General Plan Implementation Plan required by State law
(Government Code Section 65400), and in the Implementation Plan, the City will identify for
each policy one or more strategies, termed tools , that the City will pursue over the long
term to implement that policy.  In addition to identifying the tools, the Implementation Plan
will indicate which City agency will be responsible for effectuating the policy, the funding
source and potential cost, and the time frame to complete action (which could be ongoing
over the life of the General Plan).  As part of both the annual budgeting process and annual
review of the General Plan, City department staff and decision makers  and the public
through the public hearing process  will determine whether particular policies have already
been implemented and which require action over the upcoming year.  This process will
allow decision makers and the public to check and ensure implementation on an annual
basis.  Given the programmatic nature of the EIR and the long-term time frame for the
General Plan, the policy statements and Implementation Plan serve as effective and
appropriate means of addressing any potential impacts.

Response 10-3

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
agricultural impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that over the long
term, the implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than
significant impacts.  This approach is appropriate for a Program EIR.

Response 10-4

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that discourage
disking as a form of weed abatement and fire control and which prohibit mowing of
vegetation to a minimum height of three inches, citing South Coast Air Quality Management
District (AQMD) Rule 403.  This is a Program EIR that addresses a broader, citywide context.
The measure recommended is more appropriately addressed at the project level.  All
projects are required to comply with all applicable AQMD regulations at the time
development is proposed.  Also, development projects that involve grading are required to
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comply with the provisions of the City s grading ordinance (Title 17 of the Municipal Code),
which include provisions for replanting.

Response 10-5

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures requiring electrical
hook-ups and toxic air contaminates studies for proposed warehouse facility projects in the
City.  The measure recommended is more appropriately addressed at the project level.  The
City notes that regulations in the updated Zoning Code require conditional use permits for
large warehousing facilities, and conditions can be applied as needed to address project-
specific impacts.

Response 10-6

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures requiring a trip
reduction plan for all proposed projects that are expected to employ more than 100
persons and require all development projects to reduce 80 percent of PM10 emissions
during construction.  The SCAQMD has repealed trip-reduction as a means of addressing air
quality impacts.  With regard to PM10 emissions in general, the Air Quality Element includes
numerous policies to address this regional concern.  This is a Program EIR that addresses a
broader, citywide context.  The measure recommended is more appropriately addressed at
the project level.

Response 10-7

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce air
quality impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally enforceable
mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that over the long term,
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.

Response 10-8

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
biological resources impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that the long
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.

Response 10-9

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that require wetland
delineation studies and detailed biological assessments for specific projects proposed in the
City.  The two mitigation measures requested by the commentor requiring wetland
delineation studies and detailed biological assessments are already a component of CEQA
requirements.  These represent standard City practices that are applied on a project-specific
basis.
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Response 10-10

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that prohibit
development within the arroyos and tributaries.  On the General Plan Land Use Policy Map,
arroyos are designated Open Space/Natural Resources, which limits encroachment.  The
General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element addresses arroyos extensively
beginning on page OS-17, and the grading ordinance (Title 17 of the Municipal Code)
further provides protection of the arroyos consistent with Proposition R and Measure C.

Response 10-11

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce cultural
resources impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
cultural resources and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-12

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce geology
and soils impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any geologic/soils constraints and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-13

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that require site-
specific slope analysis for projects within specific slope ranges proposed in the City.  The
two mitigation measures requested by the commentor requiring slope analyses are already a
component of CEQA requirements and are required by the City as part of the development
review process.  As these represent standard practices of the City, no mitigation is required.

Response 10-14

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce hazards
and hazardous materials impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to response 10-2 for an explanation that
policies in the General Plan are not identified as measures to mitigate impacts; rather, long-
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any hazardous materials impacts/concerns and appropriate project-specific mitigation.
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Response 10-15

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
hydrology and water quality impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted
as legally enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any hydrology/water quality impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-16

The comment suggests that the Project  and specifically the update Zoning Code 
conflicts with Proposition R and Measure C and therefore results in a significant impact due
to such conflict.  The City has determined that the policies contained in the General Plan
and implemented through the Zoning Code are consistent with Proposition R and Measure
C.

Specifically, with regard to the Overlook Parkway connection that is part of the current
General Plan and better defined in the Draft General Plan, the intent of this connection is to
serve local traffic.  With regard to the arroyos as wildlife movement corridors, see Response
10-10.  The arroyos currently serve and will continue to serve many functions, including as
wildlife movement corridors.

Response 10-17

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce land
use and planning impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any direct land use impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-18

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce mineral
resources impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts rather than serve as measures to mitigate impacts.  The CEQA process required for
individual projects will provide for identification of any mineral resource impacts and
appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-19

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce noise
impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally enforceable
mitigation measures.  The comment also makes recommendations about specific mitigation
to include.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term implementation of policies
in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant impacts.  The CEQA process
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required for individual projects will provide for identification of any localized noise impacts
and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-20

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that require
construction noise reduction plans and acoustical analyses for all commercial and industrial
development projects of five acres or more and residential projects of twenty acres or more.
Given the programmatic, first-tier nature of this EIR, such a specific policy is not appropriate.
Rather, the City will continue to follow its standard practice of requiring acoustical analyses
for projects in areas of high noise exposure, as indicated in the General Plan Noise Element.
Also, the Noise Ordinance provisions will continue to apply.

Response 10-21

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
population and housing impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any population/housing impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-22

The comment states that the Zoning and Subdivision Codes, which implement the General
Plan, directly induce substantial population growth.  Growth inducement will not result: as
noted, these codes are the mechanisms used to implement General Plan land use policy.
These codes have been crafted to be consistent with the General Plan and to carry forward
the policies for smart, managed growth.  Land use policy looks to focus growth largely as
infill development, and the Zoning Code will implement policy through the new mixed-use
zoning districts.  The Zoning Code does not reduce conditions for bonus densities but
instead creates more stringent design and other requirements that must be achieved in
order to a design-related density bonus to be granted.   Such bonuses are within the limits of
each General Plan land use category, the limits of which have not been changed for existing
land use designations by this General Plan update.

Response 10-23

The comment states that mitigation measures should be added to implement smart
growth  principals and to create open space in return for higher densities allowed by the
Project.  As noted throughout the Land Use and Urban Design Element, the policies
embody smart growth principles through encouragement of infill development and mixed-
use projects.  Since the Zoning and Subdivision Codes have been comprehensively revised
to implement these policies, no mitigation measures are required.  Further, the Zoning and
Subdivision Codes encourage clustering as a means of preserving open space.
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Response 10-24

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce public
services impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.  The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any public service impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-25

The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to analyze the impacts to
schools so that the City is able to accommodate the amount of students entering Riverside s
schools and to minimize the fiscal impact placed on the school system.  As discussed on
page 5.13-19 of the EIR, SB50, now codified as California Government Code Section 65995,
indicates that payment of school fees serves as adequate mitigation for any school impacts.
No further analysis or mitigation is required.

Response 10-26

The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to analyze the impacts to
libraries so that the City is able to accommodate the number of books needed to minimize
the impact placed on neighborhood libraries.  As noted on page 5.13-23 of the Draft EIR,
the City currently collects fees to fund library facilities and services. This voter-approved fee
is scheduled to expire in 2012.  Given that the life of the Project extends beyond this date
and that no guarantee can be made that funds will continue to be collected, impact on
library services is identified as significant and unavoidable.  The City does not have the
independent authority to extend the collection period but could choose to put the measure
before voters at or near the current sunset period.

Response 10-27

The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to analyze the impacts to
community centers so that the City is able to accommodate the amount of community
space needed by Riverside residents.  The City currently has 10 community centers
distributed throughout Riverside.  Policies in the Public Facilities and Infrastructure Element
direct the City to provide easy access to centers, which can be accomplished either through
construction of new centers, joint-use agreements, and/or improved transportation
connections to existing centers. As part of its strategic planning and annual budgeting
processes, the City will continue to determine the most effective method of implementing
this policy. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term implementation of policies in
the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant impacts on community centers.

Response 10-28

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
recreation impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures.  Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
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impacts.  The Subdivision Code provides the City with the mechanism to acquire parkland
or collect in-lieu fees to meet park standards for new development projects.

Response 10-29

The comment states that the size of Islander Park is incorrectly stated in the Draft EIR.
Islander Park is 19.1 acres.  This typographical error is hereby corrected.  The correction
does not change any of the analysis or conclusions contained in the EIR.

Response 10-30

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
transportation and traffic impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures.  The Master Plan of Roadways indicates how the
circulation system will be built out to accommodate local traffic to the greatest extent
possible, given the influences of regional traffic through Riverside.  The EIR notes that even
with full implementation of the plan, significant and unavoidable impacts will remain at
several locations (Final EIR, p. 5.15-37).

The comment states that the proposed Plan will allow for greater population growth than
the present plan and ordinances.   The proposed Plan provides for more compact, infill
development through smart growth principles and specifically, by accommodating growth
within the developed City core rather than on the suburban fringe.  This development
approach takes advantage of the existing street system and encourages alternative modes of
mobility, thus reducing traffic generation relative to the traditional suburban model on which
Riverside has developed in the past.

With regard to using railroad grade separations to improve traffic flow, General Plan policies
identify the City s commitment to pursue grade separations citywide as a means of
improving traffic safety, reducing congestion, and reducing noise impacts.  However, such
separations cannot be accomplished without the cooperation of the railroad companies and
thus cannot be assumed in traffic modeling nor relied upon as mitigation. The City currently
is aggressively pursuing grade separations and funding for such on a priority basis and will
continue to do so to implement the stated policies.

With regard to establishing transportation impact fees beyond the current TUMF levels, the
City has determined that the current TUMF fees are appropriate.  If the City determines at a
later date that the fees require adjustment, nexus studies must be conducted pursuant to
State law to determine appropriate levels based upon actual infrastructure needs and costs.

Response 10-31

The comment suggests that a mitigation measure should be added that can mitigate
individual project and cumulative traffic impacts to below a level of significance without the
City needing to prepare a statement of overriding considerations.  The EIR examines long-
term impacts associated with build-out of the Project area.  The analysis concludes that even
with implementation of the Master Plan of Roadways, the City will experience LOS E and F
conditions at selected locations, resulting in significant long-term traffic impacts.  Individual
projects will be required to examine local traffic impacts associated with that project and to
mitigate impacts consistent with City objectives for LOS D conditions, except as may be
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acceptable near freeway ramps and at other locations identified in the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element.  Given that regional traffic will contribute substantially to
future conditions in Riverside, the City does not believe it to be feasible to include a
mitigation measure that will require individual projects to completely mitigate cumulative
traffic impacts.  Long-term cumulative mitigation is the focus of the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element, and the policies contained therein work toward minimizing
traffic impacts while balancing these against other goals, such as neighborhood protection.

Response 10-32

The comment states that the alternatives considered are inadequately analyzed and
suggests that a new alternative be analyzed which would balance mixed use with lower
densities elsewhere, with public acquisition of relatively undevelopable land.  The comment
continues that this could be accomplished with further revisions to the Zoning and
Subdivision Codes.

With regard to establishing policies to identify relatively undevelopable land as permanent
open space, the City cannot to do this as a matter of public policy without identifying its
clear intent to purchase such lands for full market value.  Instead, the City has assigned very
low residential densities to such areas consistent with Proposition R and Measure C.

With regard to the specific reference to Tiburon Knoll, this is private property which the City
cannot designate as open space, as such action would result in inverse condemnation of the
property, requiring renumeration to the property owner(s).   With regard to a potential trail
across this property, City staff has elected not to include such a trail on the Parks, Open
Space and Trails Map in the Park and Recreation Element.  The commentor can raise this
issue as part of the public hearing process on the Draft General Plan for consideration by
decision makers.

Response 10-33

The balance of the comments in the letter address specific proposed provisions of the
updated Zoning and Subdivision Codes but generally do not raise environmental issues of
concerns associated with such provisions.  The commentor is encouraged to raise such
concerns as part of the public hearing process on the Zoning and Subdivision Codes.

With regard to those comments that state that the EIR does not address the environmental
effects of specific new provisions, such as the potential for density bonuses: the EIR is
programmatic in nature and thus addresses as a whole the effects of adopting the General
Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines, and Magnolia Avenue
Specific Plan.  Issues such as the density bonus are accounted for in the comprehensive,
long-term approach to the analysis, which accounts for build-out pursuant to General Plan
policies, as implemented to a great extent through the Zoning and Subdivision Codes.  As
any density bonuses for market-rate housing fall within the caps for each General Plan land
use category, such possibilities are accounted for in the analysis.  With regard to density
bonuses for lower income housing  (page 11 in the comment letter), which could allow for
densities above the General Plan and Zoning Code limits, such projects represent a small
percentage of the future overall number of units in the City and programmatically, can be
considered as a counterbalance to market-rate units constructed below the density limits of
the General Plan and Zoning Code.
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Response 10-34

The extension of Overlook Parkway has been included as part of the City s General Plan at
over 30 years, as stated in the 1994 General Plan EIR, and the current update continues the
plan, with refinements.  At this time, a specific, defined route for the extension has not been
determined. The connection indicated in the General Plan is conceptual and part of the
entire citywide circulation system.  As part of the process to refine the route, the City will be
required to conduct comprehensive environmental review, including biological resource
studies and water quality studies, and will select an approach that minimizes environmental
impact while achieving the circulation objectives set forth in the General Plan.

With regard to comment about public opposition to the extension made at the September
13, 2003 Citizens  Congress, that meeting was not a scoping meeting as defined by CEQA
but was a public open house for the General Plan program designed to solicit public
comments on all General Plan issues.  This open house represented just one public
engagement forum of a two-year General Plan process.  The General Plan Citizens  Advisory
Committee (CAC) took into account all public comments made during the process in
drafting all of the recommendations contained in the Draft General Plan, including the
Overlook Parkway extension, which was discussed in detail at two CAC meetings.  As part
of the public hearing process, the City Council will make the final determination regarding
Overlook Parkway.

Response 10-35

The comment regarding the Hawarden Hills Specific Plan does not address the content of
the EIR; thus, no response is necessary.



Responses to Comments

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
February 2005 81 Environmental Impact Report



Responses to Comments

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 82 February 2005

11. Ray Hicks, Regional Manager, Public Affairs Department, Southern California
Edison, January 3, 2005.

Response 11-1

The comment suggests that the City submit plans for Southern California Edison s (SCE)
review if any proposed development project may pose an impact to any SCE facility or its
associated land.  The Project is the adoption and implementation of the updated General
Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue
Specific Plan.  These documents will be used to guide future development and growth in the
Riverside Planning Area and do not propose specific development projects.  Individual
development projects pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be
required to evaluate if the conditions at the specific project site pose an impact on SCE
facilities or its land related impacts in accordance with the City s standard CEQA and project
review processes.
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12. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse.  January 4, 2005.

Response 12-1

The comment states that the project has complied with State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act.  The comment is acknowledged, and no further response is required.
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13. Laura J. Simonek, Manager, Environmental Planning Team, Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California.  December 22, 2004.

Response 13-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.

Response 13-2

The comment suggests that the comments submitted by the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (MWD) during the NOP review period be responded to in this
Response to Comments document.  The NOP comments will be addressed following the
responses to the above-referenced letter.  Responses to the NOP comments are numbered
13A-1, 13A-2, etc.

Response 13-3

The comment suggests that the Project may have impacts to MWD s facilities and fee-
owned property, including the facilities  rights-of-way and access.  The Project does not
involve any development activity.  The Project is the adoption and implementation of the
updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines, and
Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.  These documents will be used to guide future development
and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose specific development
projects.  Individual development and redevelopment projects pursuant to the adoption and
implementation of the Project will be required to analyze potential affects on existing public
facilities on a project-by-project basis in accordance with the City s standard CEQA and
project review processes.

Response 13-4

The comment suggests that the land use designation for all of MWD s facilities and
properties within the Planning Area be changed in order to be consistent with its use as a
public facility.  This comment does not raise any question about the analysis in the EIR.
However, should the designations of Lake Mathews and/or the Cajalco Dam and Detention
Basin be changed to Public Facilities as part of the public hearing process on the General
Plan, such a change would not affect any of the analysis or conclusions in this EIR, as no
change in development potential or population estimates would result.

Similarly, any change from the Kangaroo Rat Habitat designation to Open Space/Natural
Resources would not change development potential or population estimates.

Response 13-5

The comment suggests that a policy be added to the Final EIR recommending that the City
protect utility corridors in the Land Use section of the General Plan.  Objective LU-9 and
Policies LU-9.3 and LU-9.4 aim to minimize the impact to public facilities through proper
land use planning.  The City s development review practices for discretionary and ministerial
land use permits currently include such review.  No additional policies are required.
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Response 13-6

The comment suggests that the agency having jurisdiction over the proposed County trail
crossing MWD s Upper Feeder pipeline north of El Sobrante Road coordinate with MWD to
ensure that the trail is compatible with MWD s operations.  The County of Riverside is the
agency responsible for trail crossing the Upper Feeder pipeline in the City Riverside.  The
City of Riverside will work with the County of Riverside once final plans are initiated for
construction of the trail.  As this is a first-tier, Program EIR, CEQA analysis of any future trail
construction may be properly deferred until plans for the proposed trail are developed by
Riverside County.

Response 13A-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.

Response 13A-2

See Response 13-3.

Response 13A-3

See Response 13-4.

Response 13A-4

The comment states that the Sphere of Influence within the Planning Area is inconsistent
with the County of Riverside s General Plan.  Refer to responses to Comment Letter #6 for a
response to the comment addressed in this letter.

Response 13A-5

The comment suggests that the City of Riverside analyze consistency of the proposed
project with the growth management plan adopted by the Southern California Association
of Governments.  As stated in Section 5.9, Land Use and Planning, on page 5.9-17 and 5.9-
18, the Project is consisted with all of SCAG s plans.  The discussion is included below:

Table 1 of Appendix C compares specific policies of the Regional Comprehensive
Plan and Guide and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The Project is consistent
with the following elements of SCAG plans:

§ Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to Regional Growth Forecasts
§ Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to

Improve the Regional Standard of Living
§ Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to

Improve the Regional Quality of Life
§ Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to Provide

Social, Political and Cultural Equity
§ Core Regional Transportation Plan Policies
§ Air Quality Chapter Core Actions
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§ Open Space Chapter Ancillary Policies Related to Outdoor Recreation,
Public Health and Safety and Resource Production

§ Water Quality Chapter Recommendations and Policy Options
§ Regional Growth Principles

With implementation of and adherence to General Plan policies (listed in Table 1 of
Appendix F), the Project s impact related to consistency with SCAG regional plans is
less than significant.

Response 13A-6

The comment states that the Draft EIR should include water conservation measures.  Section
5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, includes an objective and numerous policies that aim to
conserve water.  As stated on page 5.8-9, Objective OS-10 recommends that the City
Preserve the quantity and quality of all water resources throughout Riverside,  and most

notably Policy OS-10.1 obligates the City to Support the development and promotion of
water conservation programs.
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14. Greg Holmes, Unit Chief, Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch 
Cypress Office, Department of Toxic Substances Control.  January 10, 2005.

Response 14-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.

Response 14-2

The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to identify and determine whether current or
historic uses at the project site  have resulted in any release of hazardous
wastes/substances.  Because the EIR addresses the entire City, no project site  in the usual
context in which Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviews a proposal exists.
Rather, the information is addressed on a citywide basis.

The Project does not involve any development activity.  The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.  These documents will be used to
guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose
specific development projects.  Individual development and redevelopment projects
pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be required to determine
the presence or historic use of hazardous wastes/substances at the specific project site on a
project-by-project basis in accordance with the City s standard CEQA and project review
processes.

Response 14-3

The commentor recommends that the EIR identify the mechanism to initiate any required
investigation/remediation for any site that may require remediation, and which government
agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight.  Furthermore, if during construction of
the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in the area should stop, and
appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented.

The project does not involve any development activity.  The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.  These documents will be used to
guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose
specific development projects.  Individual development projects pursuant to adoption and
implementation of the Project will be required to comply with DTSC regulations if soil
contamination is suspected and follow all DTSC procedures for investigation and/or
remediation on a project-by-project basis, including work necessitating a Workplan or a site
within a Border Zone Property.

Response 14-4

See Response 14-3.  Additionally, all future wastes will be managed in according with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law, the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations and
CEQA.
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Response 14-5

See Response 14-3.  Additionally, DTSC will be contacted to initiate the permitting process
for wastes on a project-by-project basis.

Response 14-6

See Response 14-3.  Additionally, for specific development projects involving hazardous
wastes, applicants will be required to contact the Environmental Protection Agency as
projects are initiated.

Response 14-7

See Response 14-3.  Additionally, the Riverside Fire Department s Hazardous Materials
Response Unit and the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) both regulate hazardous
waste treatment in the City.  Individual projects will require authorization from the City of
Riverside s CUPA in order to conduct hazardous waste treatment.

Response 14-8

See Response 14-3.  Additionally, specific development projects discharging wastewater to
storm drains will be required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit per State Water
Quality Control Board and City stormwater regulations, as stated in the Final EIR on page
5.8-6.

 The City will require that each individual development project complies with existing
State Water Quality Control Board and City stormwater regulations, including
compliance with NPDES requirements related to construction and operation
measures to prevent erosion, siltation and transport of urban pollutants. The Santa
Ana Drainage Area Management Plan provides a selection of Best Management
Practices (BMPs), as required by NPDES, which are specific to the Santa Ana River
watershed. Refer to Mitigation Measure HW-1 below for a list of NPDES regulations
to which new development projects must adhere. All new developments will
undergo individual City review and will be required to comply with the RWQCB
NPDES Permit No. CAG998001, which sets forth BMPs for new development and
redevelopment projects.

Response 14-9

See Response 14-3.
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15. Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Programs Section, Santa Ana Region,
California Regional Water Quality Control Board.  January 18, 2005.

Response 15-1

The comment commends the City of Riverside on the Draft EIR s overall comprehensive
view toward resolving planning issues within the Planning Area.  The comment is
acknowledged, and no further response is required.

Response 15-2

The comment recommends that the alternatives analyzed in the EIR include more detail
about reduced water quality impacts, such as maps of affected areas, and that the EIR
discuss antidegradation policies.  Since the 25% Reduction Alternative  is conceptual only
and assumes reduced growth citywide, there is no location  where impervious surface
coverage could be protected over the long term with this Alternative.  The City notes that
the focus of General Plan policy is to encourage infill development rather than continue to
allow suburban densities in the fringe,  thus achieving the open space protection
objectives promulgated by MWD in its comments.

The General Plan includes many policies that will work to reduce degradation of water
quality.  Policies OS-10.6 and OS-10.7 enforce Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) regulations regarding urban runoff and directs the City to work with RWQCB in
the establishment and enforcement of urban runoff water quality standards (page 5.8-7 in
the Final EIR).  In addition, the City will evaluate all development projects for compliance
with NPDES requirements, as stated in Policy-10.9 (page 5.8-8).

Response 15-3

The comment states that the City must incorporate the requirements of Riverside County
Areawide Urban Runoff Waste Discharge Requirements into the General Plan to ensure
consistent implementation of the MS4 permit (also known as the Riverside County
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems Permit) within the Planning Area since the City is
a co-permittee of this permit.  As stated on page OS-50 of the General Plan Open Space
and Conservation Element, the City is involved in programs which are designed to reduce
pollutants affecting water quality:

The City is a co-permittee with the County of Riverside in the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, which is designed to reduce
pollutants in runoff.  According to the NPDES permit, all new development projects
and substantial rehabilitation projects are required to incorporate Best Management
Practices (BMPs) as identified in the Santa Ana Regional Drainage Area Master Plan
(SAR-DAMP) (page OS-50).

According to Order No. R8-2002-001 and NPDES No. CAS 618033, Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the
County of Riverside, and the Incorporated Cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana
Region Areawide Urban Runoff, the MS4 permit was renewed on August 30, 2000.  The
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Permittees will develop a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to identify Best
Management Practices (BMPs), including design standards for source control and structural
BMPs, that are to be applied when considering any map or permit for which discretionary
approval is sought.  The WQMP is intended to address regional and sub-regional source
control and structural BMPs and to provide guidelines for site specific, post-construction
BMPs  to address management of urban runoff quantity and quality.  The WQMP is to be
submitted for review and approval by the California RWQCB Santa Ana Region, consistent
with the criteria identified in Section VIII of the above-referenced Waste Discharge
Requirements document in Subsections B.1., 2., and 3., including any project adding or
creating 5,000 or more square feet of impervious surfaces, residential developments having
10 dwelling units or more of any type, industrial or commercial development where the land
area is more than 100,000 square feet, automobile repair shops, restaurants of 5,000 square
feet or more, hillside developments creating 10,000 square feet or more of impervious
surfaces, developments creating 2,500 square feet or more of impervious surfaces adjacent
to (within 200 feet) or discharging directly into waters supporting habitat that include plant
or animal species designated as rare, threatened or endangered species, or parking lots of
5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces.

The primary objective of the WQMP, by addressing source control and structural BMPs,
applied on a regional, sub-regional or site specific basis, is to ensure that the land use
approval process of each co-permittee, such as the City of Riverside, will minimize pollutant
loads in urban runoff from individual project sites for a map or permit for which
discretionary approval is given.  This objective may be achieved through source control and
structural BMPs.  As of January 1, 2005, the City requires all development fitting the criteria
listed above to prepare individual WQMPs.  In addition to individual WQMPs submitted by
separate developments, the City is currently working with other jurisdictions in western
Riverside County to prepare regional source control BMPs for submittal to the RWQCB by
November 2005.  The City will comply with implementation of the MS4 permit and any
other NPDES permit.

Response 15-4

The comment recommends that the Final EIR include a full discussion of the MS4 controls
on urban runoff and other measures required to comply with pending pathogen Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for discharges to the reaches of the Santa Ana River, and
suggests that BMPs be developed and implemented to control the discharge of pollutants
during the construction and operational phases of all projects.  With implementation of
Mitigation Measure HW-1 on page 5.8-11 of the Final EIR, the impacts to surface hydrology
will be less than significant at the programmatic level.

HW-1 Prior to making land use decisions, the City will required project applicants
to utilize available methods to estimate increases in pollutant loads and
flows resulting from future development subject to NPDES regulations.  In
addition, project applicants shall demonstrate accomplishment of the
following NPDES objectives:

§ Use of structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)
to mitigate projected increases in pollutant loads and flows

§ Minimized pollutant loading flow velocity during and after construction
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§ Minimized amounts of impervious surfaces and directly connected
impervious surfaces

§ Maximized on-site infiltration and runoff and temporary on-site retention
areas

§ Limited disturbance of natural water bodies and natural drainage
systems

§ Pollution prevention methods, source controls and treatment using
small collection strategies located at or as close as possible to the
source

Additionally, the Project does not involve any development activity.  The Project is the
adoption and implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code,
Citywide Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.  These documents will be
used to guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not
propose specific development projects.  Individual development and redevelopment
projects pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be required to
comply with implementation of the Water Quality Management Plan, as required by the
Riverside County MS4, and TMLDs for discharges to the Santa Ana River at the specific
project site on a project-by-project basis in accordance with the City s standard CEQA and
project review processes.

Refer to Response 15-3 for WQMPs required as a part of the MS4 permit.

Response 15-5

The comment suggests that the EIR include provisions to enable the City to comply with
implementation of a General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity, a NPDES permit, and a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality
Standards Certification.  Adherence to policies OS-10.6, OS-10.7, OS-10.9 and PF-4.2 lessen
stormwater runoff impacts through compliance with RWQCB requirements and specifically,
NPDES regulations.  In addition to the policies in the General Plan, Section 17.16.010 of the
Riverside Grading Code requires a NPDES General Permit for construction activity, a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to be submitted to the State Water Board, and that a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be developed and implemented concurrent with the
commencement of any grading activities.  Any future project within the Planning Area must
comply with these programs on an individual basis in accordance with the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Santa Ana RWQCB, and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE).

Response 15-6

The comment states that development adjacent to channels and other drainages should be
avoided and mitigation beyond the acquisition of permits be implemented to minimize
impacts to waters.  This comment does not specifically address the analysis in the EIR.
However, the comment is answered below.

The acquisition of permits is not mitigation for impacted waters.  Conversely, the permits
can require that mitigation is incorporated into individual projects.  Additionally, the permit
process serves to minimize impacts by regulating the extent of development adjacent to
waters under the jurisdiction requiring the permit.  Section 17.16.010 of the Riverside
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Grading Code not only requires a NPDES General Permit for construction activity, but also
that a Notice of Intent (NOI) be submitted to the State Water Board and that a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be developed and implemented concurrent with the
commencement of any specific grading activities.  Also, as a part of this Project, mitigation
measure HW-1 on page 5.8-11 of the Final EIR (see Response 15-4) serves to minimize
impacts that individual projects may pose.

The comment cites Mockingbird Canyon and Sycamore Canyon as examples of areas that
require mitigation for unavoidable and cumulative water impacts.  As stated in the excerpt
below, the City supports the preservation of publicly owned open spaces and views their
function and value as beneficial to the City:

To implement General Plan objectives and policies, the Zoning Code includes
zoning districts that apply to large, publicly owned open space areas, such as
Sycamore Canyon Park, to ensure preservation of these resources.  The City s
participation in the Western Riverside County MSHCP will also contribute to the
protection of identified critical resource areas within the Planning Area (Final EIR, p.
5.4-26).

As a part of previous developments, the Sycamore Canyon Specific Plan and EIR included
requirements for three detention basins for stormwater and water quality control.  To date,
one of the so-called filtration ponds (northerly marsh) has been constructed and is
maintained by the City.  This basin is a first-flush detention basin used to filter pollutants in
runoff before stormwater is sent to nearby drainages.  Two other ponds, the central and
southerly marshes, were also planned as part of this project.  The City is currently working
toward construction of the two remaining filtration ponds and has funds available to do so.
Pond completion is dependent upon resolution of Steven s Kangaroo Rat habitat and right-
of-way issues. Once these issues are resolved, the City will develop the two remaining
filtration ponds.

Response 15-7

The comment recommends that the EIR emphasize that compliance with zoning
requirements, specific plan provisions, or other development process aspects does not
convey approval to place or remove fill within drainages without prior CWA certification or
other appropriate permitting and suggests that the EIR protect the beneficial uses
throughout this parkway area.  As stated in Section 5.8, Hydrology/Water Quality, on page
5.8-6, the City will achieve water quality objectives through individual developments and by
issuance and enforcement of waste discharge permits, such as NPDES permits, for
discharges.  Effluent limits are the primary mechanisms for controlling discharges of
pollutants of waters.

In addition to zoning, permits, and other provisions in place, Section 17.28.020
(Hillside/Arroyo Grading) of the Riverside Grading Code includes regulations that restrict
grading in hillside and arroyo areas.  The restrictions in this chapter of the Grading Code
affect parcels that have a natural slope of ten percent or greater, are zoned Residential
Conservation (RC), and iare located adjacent to the Mockingbird Canyon, Woodcrest,
Prenda, Alesandro, Tequesquite, or Springbrook Arroyos or other significant arroyos in the
City.  Also, only 25 percent of a pad can be graded or filled without a grading exception,
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depending on the sensitivity of the site.  Policy OS-5.1, cited on page 5.4-25 of the EIR,
encourages the preservation of land within these areas and the RC zoning as follows:

Policy OS-5.1: Preserve significant habitat and environmentally sensitive areas,
including hillsides, rock outcroppings, creeks, streams, viewsheds
and arroyos through application of the RC zone standards and the
Hillside/Arroyo standards of the City s Grading Code.

Also, the Grading Code includes these controls:

g.  Where possible, other arroyos, shall be preserved as natural drainage courses.
Significant natural features within these arroyos shall be preserved including
riparian vegetation, boulders, rock outcroppings, milling features and deeply
incised channels. These features shall be shown on the grading plans submitted
for review. To insure that these areas are adequately preserved, an appropriate
setback for development and grading may be applied.

h.  Development or grading within blue line streams shall be limited to the
minimum necessary for access or drainage structures. Any disturbance will
require permits from the U.S. Corps of Engineers and the State Department of
Fish and Game. (Ord. 6673 §§ 6, 7, 8, 9, 2003; Ord. 6453 § 1, 1998)

Furthermore, no development within 50 feet of the arroyos named above or their associated
tributaries will be permitted, as stated in the Grading Code.  The Grading Code also restricts
the removal of vegetation within the boundaries of the arroyos and in areas that cannot be
graded.

The comment also states that the determinations of all negative declarations for tract maps
received in the Overlook Parkway/Alessandro Arroyo area have not included analysis of
cumulative environmental impact and suggests that the EIR include a strategy to address this
issue comprehensively.  The process of approval for NPDES permits is conducted in a
regional context, taking into account impacts of the drainage being impacted in a
cumulative way, as well as impacts to other drainages having a potential to become
impacted.  Also, the Overlook Parkway/Alessandro Arroyo area is currently planned or is
being developed as low--density residential uses, and the majority of properties in the area
have already been developed or have received discretionary approval for future
development, with mitigation incorporated into those approvals.  As a part of individual
project approvals for projects in this area, WQMPs have been developed for each project
within the area to prevent or curb cumulative water quality impacts.  An additional feature
of the area involves the dedication of open space easements outside of graded pads of each
subdivided lot.  Refer to Response 15-3 for a discussion of WQMP requirements.

Response 15-8

The comment suggests that the EIR be more restrictive on development that proposes
subsurface disposal systems for waste, such as septic tanks.  Septic tanks are only allowed
on lots one acre or larger in size.  The County of Riverside s minimum requirement for any
subsurface disposal systems is much less restrictive at 0.5-acre lots.  Title 18, Subdivisions, of
the Riverside Municipal Code states the following:



Responses to Comments

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
February 2005 111 Environmental Impact Report

Section 18.28.090 Sanitary sewers.  Sanitary sewers shall be provided to the
specifications of the Public Works Department for all land divisions of residential
property unless all lots or parcels in the division are one acre net or larger and septic
tanks, as approved by the City and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control
Board pursuant to the applicable policies and regulations of each entity, are allowed
as a condition of approval of the land division. (Ord. 5018 § 11, 1982)

Even though the City allows septic tank systems in accordance with restrictive size
requirements, the majority of new development utilizes the connections available from
existing sewer systems.  Subsurface disposal systems will not be developed on lots smaller
than one acre.

Response 15-9

The comment requests that BMPs be deployed around spoil sites at all times.  Although not
a direct comment regarding the analysis in the EIR, this comment is addressed below.

The Project does not involve any development activity.  The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.  These documents will be used to
guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose
specific development projects.  Individual development projects that may involve waste
discharged into drainage areas, channels, streambeds, or streams will require
implementation of BMPs at the specific project site.  With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HW-1 on page 5.8-11 of the Final EIR and all applicable standard conditions of
approval, the impacts to surface drainage will be less than significant at the programmatic
level.

Response 15-10

The comment recommends that the EIR include development and construction project
guidelines designed to protect and improve the quality of groundwater basins.  Policies such
as OS-10.8, OS-10.9, OS-10.10 and OS-10.11 protect the quality and quantity of
groundwater in the Planning Area.  In addition to implementation of the above General Plan
policies, any future project within the Planning Area that may increase the amount of
impervious surfaces must be analyzed on an individual basis in accordance with the City s
standard CEQA, CWA 401 water quality standards certification, and project review
processes.

Wetlands not only provide habitat value for a wide variety of plants and animals, but can
also act as natural filters that enhance water quality.  As stated in the Open Space and
Conservation Element (page OS-39), the Hidden Valley Wetlands Enhancement Project is an
example of the use of natural vegetation filtering excess nutrients in water.  The wetlands in
Hidden Valley are utilized as a part of the wastewater treatment process through its nitrogen
management.  Treated wastewater entering the wetlands is closely monitored, and effective
barriers are in place to minimize harm to the wetlands.  The City considers the water
filtration value that wetlands and other types of native vegetation provide as an asset worth
protecting.
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Response 15-11

The comment states that native vegetation should be preserved and protected, and clearing
of vegetation should be strictly limited.  The comment also encourages the use of replanting
and hydroseeding of native vegetation.  Policies such as Policy OS-10.4 promote the use of
native, low-water use and drought-tolerant plant species for park and private development
(page 5.8-9 of the Final EIR).  Additionally, Policies OS-5.1 and OS-5.4 supports the
preservation and protection of native habitat, significant habitat, and habitat in
environmentally sensitive areas.

Response 15-12

The comment suggests that a policy of considering wildlife corridors should be supported by
measures that require mitigation for construction impacts to natural drainage and other
surface waters.  On page 5.4-26 of the Final EIR, implementation of Objective OS-6
preserves and maintains wildlife movement corridors in the Planning Area.  Policies OS-6.1,
OS-6.2, OS-6.3, and OS-6.4 also support known wildlife migratory corridors and the creation
of new open space linkages.  Policy OS-1.5 requires the provision of opens space linkages
between development projects consistent with the Trails Master Plan, Open Space Plan, and
other environmental considerations including the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) for Riverside County.

Refer to Response 15-12 for a discussion of the preservation of natural drainage systems
such as wetlands.
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16. Carol Gaubatz, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, State of
California.  January 3, 2005 (Received January 18, 2005).

Response 16-1

The comment states that a record search of the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) conducted for the Project failed to indicate the presence of Native American
cultural resources for the Planning Area and that the absence of records does not indicate
the absence of cultural resources in the Planning Area.  The significance of impacts to
Native American cultural resources resulting from specific future development projects will
be determined on a project-by-project basis.  If project-level impacts are identified, specific
mitigation measures will be required per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

As part of the General Plan program, the City prepared a cultural resource sensitivity map,
based on research conducted by Applied Earthworks.  Due to the sensitivity of such
information and the need to protect potential resources, the map is not included in the
General Plan or EIR (see discussion below).  However, City staff will use the map and
associated report in the review of development applications and to determine when
detailed cultural resource assessments should be required.

Response 16-2

The comment suggests that the City contact all Native American individuals and
organizations that have knowledge of cultural resources in the Planning Area to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway.  As stated on page 5.5-14 of the Final
EIR, a literature and records search for prehistoric and historical archaeological resources of
the general project location was completed by Applied Earthworks archaeologists at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System
between July 16 and July 21, 2003.  Data gathered included plotting the locations of all
previously identified archaeological sites, a listing of all manuscript files pertaining to cultural
resources studies, and estimations regarding previous archaeological survey coverage per
square mile.

Results of the archaeological literature and records search at the EIC indicate that more than
310 cultural resources investigations have been completed within the City s Planning Area.
These cultural resources studies resulted in the identification and documentation of more
than 800 prehistoric and historical archaeological sites.  Within current City limits, 538
prehistoric sites, 51 historical sites and 5 sites containing both prehistoric and historical
remains have been documented; within the City s Sphere of Influence an additional 199
prehistoric sites, 8 historical sites, and one site containing both prehistoric and historical
remains have been documented.  The details of this comprehensive search are located in
Appendix D of the Project.  Also, the significance of impacts to potentially unanticipated
discoveries resulting from specific future development projects will be determined on a
project-by-project basis.  If project-level impacts are identified, specific mitigation measures
will be required per CEQA.
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Response 16-3

The comment recommends that the City include provisions in the Project for accidentally
discovered archeological resources found during construction per CEQA and states that the
Health and Safety Code and Public Resources Code shall mandate the process to be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery.  As stated in page 5.5-17 of the Final EIR,
the City will continue to incorporate as conditions of approval of any development project s
approval that the discovery of remains or any other discovered archeological resource
during construction will require a temporary cessation of work until the discovery is
assessed by a qualified professional.  Also, Policy 1.3, in the General Plan and on page 5.5-
16 of the Final EIR, indicates that the City will protect sites of known archeological and
paleontological significance and will ensure compliance with the federal Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act during the project s planning review process.
Additionally, the significance of impacts to cultural and paleontological resources resulting
from specific future development projects will be determined on a project-by-project basis.
If project-level impacts are identified, specific mitigation measures will be required per
CEQA.
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